The study assessed benefits of Urban Agriculture in Edo and Oyo states, Nigeria. Data were collected from 345 urban farmers in six cities using a structured questionnaire and interview schedule. Findings showed that respondents' perceived benefits were being able to eat balanced meals at all times from farm produce (χ= 4.24), income from urban agriculture improved respondents' standard of living (χ= 4.15) and ability to save money from urban agriculture (χ= 4.08). Respondents' farming experience, farm size, cooperative membership and poultry enterprise had significant relationship with benefits from urban agriculture. Significant differences in benefits existed among the six cities.
INTRODUCTION
Food and Agriculture Organization of United Nations -Committee on Agriculture (FAO-COAG) (1999) defines urban and peri-urban agriculture as agricultural practices within and around cities which compete for resources (land, water, energy and labour) that could also serve other purposes to satisfy the requirements of the urban population.
The world's population of six billion as at 2005 is equally shared between cities and rural areas with urban areas expected to surpass rural areas in population (FAO, 1991, Deelstra and Girardet, 2000) . In developing countries, the capacity of government to manage this urban growth is being threatened (IFPRI, 1998; Haddad et al, 1998 and Maxwell et al; 1998) . Surveys suggest that the focus of poverty is shifting from rural areas to urban areas (Haddad et al; 1998) , making food insecurity and malnutrition in urban as well as rural areas serious problems. This explains why many African nations are currently moving from the negative notion of city farming to officially embracing the advantages. This move is exemplified of new capitals of Cote d'Ivoire, Malawi, and Tanzania and is also expressed in the master plans of Kinshasa in 1975 , Maseru, 1986 and Kampala, 1994 and in urban management of Dar es Salaam (CTA, 1991; CTA, 1999) .
Urban agriculture is one of the solution of food crises and climate changes as it connects rural with urban. There are more advantages of urban agriculture. Not only direct profit of having food produced in the city. The pluses may be divided into three categories: environmental, social and economic ( Zeeuw et al. 2010; Nugent 2007; Smith et al. 2001) .
Social integration among practitioners of urban agriculture as observed by RUAF (2009) is a major agent of Social impact in urban agriculture. Favourable information sources of urban agriculture have however been friends/relatives/neighbours (Olowu, 1995) ; the use of radio (Ajayi, 2003; Yahaya, Fadairo and Abe, 2009) . Farmers generally received little advice from extension workers just as was the case among Kano farmers (Binns and Lynch, 2001 ). This could be related to the rural focus of agricultural extension services (Adekoya et al; .
A study by Ilevbaoje (2004) Akinbola (2004) also show that the country can only supply about 50 % of the projected demand for food. Given the current level of unemployment and underemployment and their effects on poverty, it is envisaged that urban agriculture can provide avenues for valuable city employment and poverty alleviation. According to Redwood (2008) and Okorley et al (2005) , urban and peri-urban agriculture can provide a number of benefits as part of the food chain. As a result of these challenges, the study aimed to assess the benefits of urban agriculture in six cities in Nigeria. The specific objectives were to:
• examine the socio-economic characteristics of those involved in urban agriculture in the study area • identify respondents' types of enterprises in urban agriculture • determine the benefits (basic needs or welfare) derived from urban agriculture by the practitioners.
• identify respondents' perceived constraints of urban agriculture Hypotheses tested were:
• there is no significant relationship between the socio-economic characteristics of urban agriculture practitioners and their benefits from urban agriculture • there is no significant difference between the benefits derived from urban agriculture between the six surveyed urban cities.
MEHODOLOGY
The study was carried out in South Western agro -ecological zone of Nigeria which are made up 8 states (Omaliko, 1997) . A multistage sampling technique was used for the study. Stage 2 involved the purposive selection of three biggest cities from each of the two states because they are highly urbanized and each of them represented a senatorial district. In Oyo State, Ibadan, Oyo and Ogbomosho were selected while in Edo State, Benin, Ekpoma and Auchi were selected, making a total of six cities. The third stage was a pre-census of the population in order to get an estimated population of urban agriculture practitioners in each of the six selected cities using a snow balling technique. The final stage was selection of representative sample of about 10% to give a total of 345 respondents as in Table 1 . The interview was carried out in 2011 by the researchers with the assistance of two enumerators in each city. Out of the 345 copies of questionnaire, only 10 copies were not returned which gave 97% rate of return.
Data were collected using a structured questionnaire as well as interview schedule. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics such as frequency counts, percentages and means and inferential statistics such as Logistic regression and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). The Standard Package for Social Science (SPSS) was used for analysis of the data.
RESULTS AND DISCUSION Socio-economic characteristics of Urban Practitioners:
The results show that the mean age of respondents were 46 years while majority (74.03%) were males and were married (81.5%). The mean household of the respondents was 8 while a slight majority (53.1%) had both primary and secondary education. It is interesting to note that the respondents' average farming experience in urban agriculture is over 10 years and a majority (67.5%) were members of cooperative. In contrast, Adeyanju Agbelemoge (2011) Respondents' types of urban agriculture: Table 2 shows the type of urban agriculture which the respondents were involved in. The results show that arable crop production (64.2%) and vegetable production (51.0%) were the most popular in both states. The results are not unexpected because most urban agriculture practitioners will probably be more interested in short duration enterprise for quick income. The result also agrees with that of Olofin (1996) who reported a considerable amount of vegetables being produced around Kano, Nigeria. Similarly, Subair (2003) reported that vegetable production was most popular project chosen by 4B club members. Table 3 shows the benefits derived from urban agriculture in addition to food provision in both States. The respondents' perceived most important benefits were being able to eat balanced meals at all times from farm produce (χ= 4.24), income from urban agriculture has improved standard of living (= 4.15) and money that would have been used to buy food was saved for other purposes (χ= 4.08). This result agrees with Sanyal (1985) that in Harare, savings accruing to small-scale urban farmers are equivalent to more than half a month's salary. Other significant benefits were: income from urban agriculture has helped in paying for hospital bills (χ= 3.82), training children in school with income from urban agriculture (χ= 3.50). Respondents' perceived constraints of urban agriculture Table 4 shows the major constraints of respondents as regards urban agriculture. The first ranked constraint was lack of credit (χ= 2.13) which supports FAO (2007) assertion that the financial support for urban growers has been limited. Another major problem especially in Oyo State was pests and disease attack (χ= 2.11). The result obtained in Oyo State on pests and diseases agrees with that of Drescher, et al (2000) who found that in thirty selected countries of Africa, Latin America and Asia, pests and diseases was a problem nearly everywhere in urban agriculture except in Havana Santiago de los Caballeros in Dominican Republic. Table 5 : shows the logistic regression results explaining the influence of respondents' socio-economic characteristics on their 2 benefits from urban agriculture. The pseudo R (coefficient of determination) is 0.228 implying that the explanatory variables collectively explain about 22.8 % for benefits of the respondents. This result is close to that of Omoregbee (2006) ) and poultry enterprise (b= 0.586) were significant at p < 0.05. These results imply that those urban farmers with longer farming experience are more likely to have higher benefits than those with lower years of experience. Similarly, urban farmers that are members of cooperative are likely to have higher benefits than non-cooperative members. This explains why urban farmers should be encouraged to join cooperatives so they can pull resources together for higher investments and impacts (Ahmadu and Alufohai, 2011) . The poultry enterprise is significant probably because urban farmers that keep large poultry stock have higher benefits especially in urban areas where there are available markets. Table 5 : Relationship between the socio-economic characteristics of urban agriculture practitioners and their benefits 2 *Significant at P ≤0.05, Pseudo R = 0.228, Degree of freedom = 11, Overall % correct prediction = 70.7 % Differences between the Six Surveyed Urban Cities in Terms of Benefits derived from Urban Agriculture ANOVA results (F = 5.10, P < 0.01) show there were significant differences in the total benefits of the urban farmers in the different cities. Table 6 shows the Post-hoc test Least Significant Difference (LSD) analysis. Total benefits from Ibadan were significantly higher than that the rest of the cities. This may be as a result of the fact that Ibadan is the largest of all the cities. 
Benefits of Urban Farming to Practitioners

CONCLUSION
The study has established that urban agriculture has a lot of benefits which can reduce poverty, generate income and serve as source of employment in many developing countries where the unemployment rates are high. The study has also shown that urban agricultural enterprises may be beneficial than others depending on the location and the type of urban agriculture enterprise. Sustainability and Sealability of Urban Agriculture, however, are the question marks. Guy Faure et al (2013) have found the answer to these questions. Thy say that Urban agriculture is like a family Farm which requires to work out 4 mechanisms : (1) Governance Modalities, (2) Funding Modalities, (3) Capacities and skills of the Actors involved in the Management of those farms, and (4) welltrained Advisory services. Once those mechanisms are in place, the sustainability and scalability issues can be well-addressed.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations are made:
• Urban agriculture practitioners should belong to cooperative societies so as to have access to credit • As urban agriculture is becoming popular in many developing countries, there is a need for public extension service to assist urban agriculture practitioners in educating and providing information.
• Also, mass media such as radio broadcasts should be encouraged to help provide useful information to buttress the practice of urban agriculture.
